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Q
I

1 1 In tro d u c tio n

2 Q. Please state your name and business address.

3

4

A. My name is Briana Kobor. My business address is 360 221161 Street, Suite  730,

Oa lda nd, CA, 94612.

5 Q- On whose behalf are you submitting this surrebuttal testimony?

6 A. I am submitting this  testimony on behalf of Vote  Solar.

7 Q. Did you submit direct testimony in this proceeding?

8

9

Ye s, I did. My dire ct te s timony conta ins  a n introduction to Vote  S ola r a s  we ll a s

summary of my profess iona l expe rience .

10

11

2 Purpos e  o f Tes timony and  Summary o f
Recommendations

1 2 Q- Please describe how your testimony is organized.

13

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

A. The remainder of my testimony consists of six sections. In the first section, I

comment on the deferral of issues related to net metering and rate design for new

distributed generation ("DG") customers. In the second and third sections, I

provide recommendations for an RPS Credit Option and a metering fee for

customers who employ net energy metering ("NEM") in the event the

Commission considers these solar rate design issues in the current phase of this

proceeding. In the fourth section, I address grandfathering of existing NEM

customers. In the fifth section, I address the proposal to increase the fixed charge.

Finally, in the sixth section, I summarize my conclusions and recommendations .

22

A.

SuIrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 1



I
o

1 Q. Pleas e  b rie fly s u mmarize  yo u r fin d in g s  an d  reco mmen d a tio n s .

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

1 1

1 2

13

A. The  Adminis tra tive  Law J udge  has  orde red tha t issues  re la ted to ne t me te ring and

ra te  design for new DG customers  be  de fe rred to a  second phase  of this

proceeding. As a  re sult, the  scope  of issues  tha t I addressed M my direct te s timony

has  been s ignificantly reduced in this  phase  of the  proceeding. In this  te s timony, I

address  the  Judge 's  ruling tha t a ll issues re la ted to ne t me te ring and ra te  design

for new DG cus tomers  will be  de fe rred until P hase  2. De fe rra l of the se  issues-

including the  Re s ide ntia l Utility Consume r Office 's  ("RUCO") proposa l for a

suite  of sola r ra te  options , a  potentia l RP S  Credit Option, and a  potentia l NEM

me te ring fe e -would promote  judicia l e conomy a nd would e nsure  tha t the

Commiss ion would be  a ble  to cons is te ntly a pply the  findings  of the  Va lue  of DG

docke t. In addition, due  to the  procedura l schedule  in this  case , de fe rra l of these

issue s  would only ma rgina lly de la y the  Commiss ion's  pote ntia l a ctions .

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

2 5

2 6

2 7

2 8

Although a ll sola r ra te  design issues  should be  de fe rred until P hase  2, if the

Commiss ion decide s  to cons ide r an RP S  Credit Option and/or a  NEM me te ring

fe e  s imila r to those  a pprove d in the  UNS  Ele ctric, Inc. ("UNS E") ra te  ca se , I offe r

recommenda tions regarding program and ra te  design for these  measures . For the

RP S  Credit Option, I recommend tha t the  approved ra te s  embody the  principle  of

gradua lism, beginning a t or nea r the  re ta il ra te  and changing s lowly ove r time . I

recommend tha t tranches be  designed to ma>dmize  customer understanding by

providing for subscription leve ls  based on current annua l ins ta lla tion ra te s  .

Additiona lly, I re comme nd tha t future  ra te s  be  informe d by imple me nta tion of die

me thodology a pprove d by the  Commiss ion in the  Va lue  of DG docke t. If the

Commiss ion cons ide rs  a  NEM me te ring fee  in this  docke t, I re commend tha t

consis tent with the  UNS E decis ion, the  me te ring fee  be  limited to the  embedded

capita l and ins ta lla tion cos ts  a ssocia ted with Tucson Electric P ower Company's

("TEP ," or "the  Compa ny") me te rs . Ba se d on TEP 's  most re ce nt cos t of se rvice

s tudy ("COS S "), this  re sults  in a  monthly NEM me te ring fe e  of $0.32.

Su1Tebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 2



1

2

3

4

5

6

In a ddition, re comme nd the  Commiss ion find tha t a ll NEM cus tome rs  who s ign

up prior to the  implementa tion of the  decis ion in P hase  2 of this  proceeding

should be  grandfa the red, including current S GS  customers  who may be  forced to

migra te  to the  MGS  or LGS  ta riffs . This  would be  cons is te nt with the  UNS E

decis ion. I additiona lly provide  recommenda tions  to he lp be tte r de fine

grandfa the ring.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

Finally, I provide testimony that continues to support use of the Basic Customer

Method for determination of the appropriate level of fixed charges, and I update

the Basic Customer Method analysis I conducted in direct based on the updated

COSS tiled by the Company. I also provide evidence that, should the Commission

accept Staff s recommendation to use die Minimum System Method, the

residential customer charge should not exceed $15.50 per month based on the

updated COSS filed by the Company.

14

15

16

3 Is s ues  Re la ted  to  Ne t Mete ring  and  Ra te  Des ign
fo r New DG Cus tom ers  Have  Been  De fe rred

Un til Afte r th e  Va lu e  o f DG De c is io n

17

18

19

Q. Have there been any important developments regarding Commission policy

on issues related to net metering and rate design for new DG customers since

you filed your direct testimony?

20

21

22

23

24

Yes. The  Commiss ion issued Decis ion No. 75697 in the  UNS E ra te  ca se  on

August 18, 2016. The  UNSE ra te  case  and this  TEP  ra te  case  conta in s imila r

proposa ls  re ga rding modifica tion of ne t me te ring a nd imple me nta tion of a

ma nda tory de ma nd cha rge  for NEM cus tome rs . In the  UNS E De cis ion the

Commiss ion s ta ted:

25
26
27
28
29

W e  b e lie v e  th a t  th e  p u b lic  in te re s t  fa v o rs  c o n s is te n t
a pplica tion of the  re s ults  of the  Va lue  of DG docke t. As  a  re s ult,
we  will ke e p  the  ne t m e te ring  a nd  ra te  de s ign  portions  o f th is
docke t ope n pe nding the  conclus ion of the  Va lue  of DG docke t.
Thus , shortly a fte r the  conclus ion of tha t docke t, a  second phase  of

A.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 3



1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

this docket will be convened in order to apply the findings of the
Value of DG docket to UNSE. In the second phase of this
proceeding, in addition to detennining the appropriate net metering
tariff for UNSE for any new DG customers who file applications
for interconnection after the effective date of the Decision that
comes out of phase two of this proceeding, the Commission will
also consider the Company's request to require DG customers to
take service under three-part demand rates due to their status as
partial requirements customers. In the interim, DG customers will
be treated the same as non-DG customers under the various rate
options.1

12 The  Commiss ion furthe r s ta ted:

13
14
15
16
17
18

We believe  tha t defensing considera tion of the  mandatory
thre e -pa rt ra te s  a pplica ble  to sola r DG is  wa rra nte d in orde r to
cons ide r the  tre a tme nt of DG sola r in a  holis tic ma nne r a nd to
avoid having multiple  cla sses  of DG cus tomers , each subject to
different ra te  treatment, due to the  timing of when they elected the
solar option.2

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Vote Solar supported the Commission's approval of a Phase 2 of the UNSE

proceeding in order to allow for consistent application of the results of the Value

of DG docket. Vote Solar recommends that a similar process be followed for the

TEP case. The Commission has indicated that die decision in the Value of DG

docket should be approved M October of this year.3 Separation of the net metering

and rate design portions of this docket into a second phase of this proceeding

would allow for a holistic examination of rate treatment for TEP's DG customers

that would be informed by the Value of DG docket.

27 Q. Has the Commission issued any orders on this issue in the current docket?

28

29

30

31

YeS. On August 22, 2016, the Administrative Law Judge issued a procedural

order that approved deferral of the hearing "related to changes to net metering and

rate design for new DG customers" until Phase 2 of this case, which will be

convened following a final decision in the Value of DG docket.4 As a result, Vote

1 Decision No. 75697 at 11612-11 (Aug. 18, 2016).
214. at 118:6-9.
3 Id. at 11923-4.
4 Procedural Order at 2:23-3:1 (Aug. 22, 2016).

A.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 4



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

S ola r has  de fe rred offe ring additiona l te s timony on issues  re la ted to ne t me te ring

and ra te  des ign for new DG customers , including eva lua tion of the  need for

diffe rentia l ra te  des ign and re sponses  to the  Company's  te s timony tha t purports  to

quantify a  cost shift a s  a  re sult of current NEM customer ra te  trea tment. The

proce dura l orde r s ta te s  tha t Vote  S ola r will ha ve  the  opportunity to tile  surre hutta l

te s timony on these  issues  in the  subsequent P hase  2, which will "be  tiled a t a  da te

to be  de te rmined."5

8

9

Q- Are there proposals for rate design for new DG customers and modification

of net metering that have been sponsored by interveners in this docket?

10

11

Yes. RUCO has  sponsored te s timony tha t outlines  a  comprehensive  a lte rna tive  to

the  Colnpa ny's  proposa l.

12 Q. Pleas e  d es c rib e  RUCO's  p ro p o s a l.

13

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

18

1 9

2 0

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

RUCO has put forth a suite of four rate options for new DG customers. These

include: (l) an Advanced DG Rate; (2) an RES Credit Option; (3) a DG

Volumetric TOU; and (4) an All Rate Option.6 Like the Company, RUCO is

proposing to implement differential rate design for NEM customers. While

RUCO's proposal involves more options for NEM customers, under RUCO's

proposal NEM customers would no longer have access to the same tariffs as non-

NEM customers without incurring additional fees. In addition, like the Company,

RUCO is proposing to modify net metering. There are significant and complex

details involved with each of these, including an "hourly fee applied to all

exports" under the DG Volumetric TOU Option and a "$/kW Adjustment Fee,

based on size of DG system" under the All Rate Option.7 There are also various

levels of metering fees, depending on the option.

25

514_ at 3:2-3.
6 Lon Hube r Dire ct Te s t. a t 32:21-33:8 (J une  24, 2016) ("Hube r Dire ct").
,1 Id. at 3318.

A.

A.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 5



l

1 Q- Shou ld  RUCO's  p ropos a l be  cons idered  in  Phas e  1 o f th is  p roceed ing?

2

3

4

5

No. RUCO's  proposa l for a  suite  of four ra te  options  de s igne d e xclus ive ly for DG

customers presupposes a  number of findings tha t have  not been made  in this  case

and a re  inherently sola r ra te  design issues  tha t will be  decided in Phase  2. In

introducing his  a lte rna tive  proposa l, RUCO witne ss  Lon Hube r s ta te s :

6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

RUCO a gre e s  tha t the  compe nsa tion me thod for DG ne e ds
re form , e s pe c ia lly with  Me  growing popula rity of DG. Howe ve r,
RUCO be lie ve s  tha t the  compa ny's  proposa l ca n be  improve d. By
cre a ting more  options  for DG a nd tra ditiona l cus tome rs , a  win-win
s olu tion  ca n  be  a chie ve d .  As  s uch ,  it is  RUCO's  goa l to  find  a
b a la n c e d  p a th  th a t a llo ws  th e  s o la r in d u s try to  m a tu re  wh ile
ma inta ining a  fa ir a pproa ch for a ll ra te pa ye rs  a nd ba la ncing cos t-
re cove ry with pro-conse wa tion price  s igna ls . To me e t the se  goa ls ,
RUCO propos e s  ma king four options  a va ila ble  to DG cus tome rs
going forwa rds

18

19

20

21

22

It is  clea r tha t RUC() intends  for the  Commiss ion to eva lua te  its  proposa ls

a longside  the  Company's  proposa ls . Conside ra tion of RUCO's  proposa ls  in P hase

1 would re quire  re solution of two s ignifica nt is sue s : (1) whe the r it is  a ppropria te

to sepa ra te  NEM customers  from non-NEM customers  for the  purposes  of ra te

des ign, and (2) modifica tions  to ne t me te ring. These_are_the precise issues that the

Adminis tra tive  Law J udge  has  de fe rred to P hase  2.9

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

If the  Commiss ion we re  to cons ide r RUCO's  proposa ls  for diffe re ntia l ra te

trea tment for NEM customers  and modifica tion to ne t me te ring in P hase  1 and

then consider the  Company's  proposa ls  on these  same issues in Phase  2, it is  not

clea r (1) tha t any judicia l e conomy would be  achieved, or (2) tha t the  Commiss ion

would be  a ble  to cons is te ntly a pply the  findings  of the  Va lue  of DG docke t. As  a

re sult, Vote  S ola r s trongly urge s  the  Commiss ion to de fe r cons ide ra tion of

RUCO's  a lte rna tive  proposa l until the  second phase  of this  docke t.

8 Id. a t 32:22-3316.
9 P roce dura l Orde r a t 2:23-3:1 (Aug. 22, 2016).

A.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 6



9

1

2

3

Q. In Decision No. 75697, the Commission approved an RPS Credit Option in

Phase 1 of the UNSE rate case. Should a similar option be considered in

Phase 1 of this proceeding?

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

A. No. The  RP S  Credit Option should be  conside red in P hase  2 of this  proceeding,

a longside  TEP 's  sola r ra te  des ign and ne t me te ring proposa ls . In the  UNS E

decis ion, the  Commiss ion approved a  s ingle  a lte rna tive  option intended to

function a longside  re ta il ra te  ne t me te ring and ava ilable  ta riff options , the  RP S

Cre dit Option. This  option is  a  fixe d-bill cre dit me cha nism unde r which sola r

cus tomers  may se lect weedie r the  bill credit applie s  to a ll sola r production or jus t

sola r exports .10 Importantly, the  UNS E decis ion a llows a ll NEM cus tomers  to

have  access to a ll the  same ta riffs  as  non-NEM customers of the  same ra te  class

and offe rs  the  RP S  Credit Option a s  an a lte rna tive  to ne t me te ring while  leaving

ne t me te ring inta ct.

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

25

2 6

2 7

Vote  S ola r be lieves  the  RP S  Credit Option should be  conside red in P hase  2 of this

ca se . Doing so would a llow the  Commiss ion to holis tica lly e xa mine  a ll sola r ra te

des ign proposa ls  a t one  time , ra the r than conside ring this  option in P hase  l and

TEP 's  proposa ls  in P ha se  2. In a ddition, cons ide ring the  RP S  Cre dit Option in

P ha se  2 would only ma rgina lly de la y the  Commiss ion's  pote ntia l a ctions . TEP 's

applica tion in this  ca se  was  filed on November 5, 2015, with approva l of ra te s

requested for J anuary l, 2017.11 If the  Commission were  to approve  the  RP S

Credit Option in this  ca se , the  option would only be  ava ilable  to cus tomers  for a

handful of months  prior to the  conclus ion of the  second phase  of this  proceeding.

Given the  procedura l rea litie s , the re  is  no compe lling reason to conside r the  RP S

Credit Option in P hase  l. Ins tead this  option is  be tte r eva lua ted in P hase  2,

a longs ide  the  re s t of the  Compa ny's  proposa ls . Howe ve r, if the  Commiss ion

decides  to eva lua te  the  RP S  Credit Option in P hase  l, Vote  S ola r offe rs  te s timony

rega rding improvements  tha t should be  made  prior to adoption.

10 Decis ion No. 75697 a t 14214-13.
11 Appl. a t 1:14 (Nov. 5, 2015).

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 7
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1

2

3

Q- In  Dec is io n  No . 75697, th e  Co mmis s io n  ap p ro ved  a  me te rin g  fee  fo r n ew

NEM cu s to mers  in  Ph as e  1 o f th e  UNSE ra te  cas e . Sh o u ld  a  s imila r fee  b e

cons idered  in  Phas e 1 o f th is  p roceed ing?

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

1 1

1 2

13

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

18

1 9

No. The  Commiss ion approved a  monthly me te ring fee  of $1 .58 for new UNS E

NEM customers  based on the  embedded capita l cos ts  for me te ring equipment

presented by the  Company.12 While  UNSE had a rgued tha t additiona l costs

a ssocia ted with me te r reading and billing and collection should be  included in the

fee , the  Commiss ion s ta ted it expects  "the  Va lue  of DG docke t to provide  gene ra l

guidance  on the  fixed costs  of a  second mete r for DG customers , but company-

specific te s timony may a lso be  necessa ry in de te rmining the  appropria te

a mount."l3 The  Commiss ion ultima te ly dire cte d pa rtie s  to tile  te s timony on this

issue  in P hase  2 of the  UNS E case , where  the  Commission would conside r

whether to continue  to apply this  fee  to new DG customers. 14 Given the

procedura l rea litie s  described above  and the  express  intention to revis it the

me te ring fe e  a pprove d for ne w UNS E cus tome rs  a fte r the  Va lue  of DG docke t

concludes , I re commend tha t a  potentia l NEM me te ring fee  for new TEP

customers  be  de fe rred to Phase  2. However, if the  Commission decides  to

eva lua te  a  mete ring fee  in Phase  1, Vote  Sola r offe rs  recommenda tions on how

the  mete ring fee  should be  designed.

20 4 RPS Cred it Op tion

2 1

2 2

Q. Pleas e  d es c rib e  th e  RPS  Cred it Op tio n  ap p ro ved  in  th e  Ph as e  1 o f th e  UNSE

ra te  cas e .

23

24

25

The  RP S  Credit Option approved in the  UNS E case  is  based on a  proposa l

de scribed in RUCO's  Exceptions  to the  Recommended Opinion and Orde r. The

RP S  Cre dit Option is  a n a lte rna tive  option for cus tome rs  with DG a nd functions

12 Decision No. 75697 a t 11816-18.
13 rd. a t 118:22-24.
141d. a t 118:24-25, 140:10-15.

Surrebuttal Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 8
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

a longs ide  re ta il ra te  ne t me te ring while  ma inta ining a ll e xis ting ta riff options  for

cus tome rs  with DG. A cus tome r who se le cts  the  RP S  Cre dit Option would be

compensa ted for the ir DG based on a  bill credit mechanism tha t would be  fixed

for 20 yea rs .15 Customers  who e lect the  RPS  Credit Option would be  given the

choice  of applying the  bill credit to a ll DG production or only exports . 16 The

Commiss ion additiona lly s ta ted tha t the  RP S  Credit Option "can be  adaptable  to

the  outcome  of the  Va lue  of DG docke t."17 The  credit leve ls  unde r the  option

sha ll follow RUCO's  proposa l until the  2017 RES T Imple me nta tion P la n de cis ion

or the  outcome  of the  Va lue  of DG docke t.]8

1 0

1 1

1 2

Q. Ho w d o es  th e  RP S  Cred it Op tio n  ap p ro ved  in  P h as e  1 o f th e  UNS E ra te  cas e

d iffe r fro m  th e  p ro p o s a l fo r a n  RES  Cre d it Op tio n  p ro vid e d  in  RUCO's

d irec t tes timo n y in  th is  d o cket?

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

The  most s ignificant diffe rence  be tween the  approved UNS E RP S  Credit Option

and the  RES  Credit Option proposed by RUCO in this  docke t is  tha t the  proposa l

in this  ca se  is  s trictly a  buy-a ll, se ll-a ll agreement. In the  UNS E case  RUCO had

origina lly propose d a  buy-a ll, se ll-a ll s tructure  for the  RP S  Cre dit Option, which

would be  a va ila ble  a mids t a  suite  of DG-only options  s imila r to the  suite  of

options  proposed he re . In its  Exceptions  to the  Recommended Opinion and Orde r

in the  UNS E ra te  ca se , RUCO s ignifica ntly modifie d its  proposa l, a dvoca ting

ins tead for the  RP S  Credit Option to be  adopted a s  a  s tand-a lone  a lte ra tive

a va ila ble  a longs ide  a ll othe r ta riff options . RUCO a lso modifie d the  RP S  Cre dit

Option proposa l from a  buy-a ll, se ll-a ll only s tructure  to a  s tructure  unde r which

the  customer would be  able  to choose  to apply the  RP S  Credit Ra te  to e ithe r a ll

DG production or only e xports .

15 UNS E Ra te  Case , Docke t No. E-04204A-15-0142, RUCO's  Exceptions  to
Re comme nde d Opinion a nd Orde r a t 3:2-4 (J uly 29, 2016).
1614, De cis ion No. 75697 a t 142:9-10.
17 Decision No. 75697 a t 142:6.
18 I4_ at 142:7~9.
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I

1

2

3

4

5

6

Vote  S ola r cons ide re d RUCO's  modifica tions  of the  RP S  Cre dit Option to be

s ignifica nt improve me nts  to the  origina l s tructure . Ra the r tha n re s tricting NEM

custome rs  to diffe re nt ta riff options  or re quiring the m to se ll a ll the ir ge ne ra tion to

the  grid a nd los ing the  right to se lf-consume , RUCO's  modifica tions  a llowe d the

RP S  Cre dit Option to function a longs ide  e a s ting ta riffs , a nd ga ve  cus tome rs  the

choice  of se lecting the  RP S  Credit Ra te  for a ll gene ra tion or jus t for exports .

7

8

Q. If the Commission chooses to consider an RPS Credit Option in Phase 1 of

this proceeding, what improvements should the Commission consider?

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

If the  Commiss ion chooses  to cons ide r an RP S  Credit Option in P hase  l, it is

important tha t the  option ma inta in a  s tructure  s imila r to the  option approved in the

UNS E ca se . This  includes  (1) offe ring the  RP S  Credit Option a s  an additiona l

program to inunction a longside  exis ting re s identia l and sma ll commercia l ta riff

options  for NEM and non-NEM customers , and not a s  one  of a  suite  of othe r ra te s

propose d by RUCO in this  docke t, a nd (2) a llowing cus tome rs  who se le ct the

RP S  Credit Option to have  the  choice  to apply the  fixed credit ra te  to a ll

production or only to e xports . In a ddition, the  Commiss ion should ca libra te  the

tranches and ra tes  under the  RPS  Credit Option to ensure  gradua lism and a llow

for cons is tent applica tion of the  outcome  of the  Va lue  of DG docke t.

1 9 Q. Ho w s h o u ld  th e  p ro p o s ed  tran ch es  an d  ra tes  b e  ca lib ra ted ?

2 0

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

2 5

2 6

2 7

A. Because  RUCO has proposed a  s imila r option in this  case , it is  reasonable  to use

its  proposa l a s  a  s ta rting point for ca libra tion. Howe ve r, RUCO's  propose d RES

Credit Option conta ins  tranches  tha t a re  too na rrow. Based on the  ra te  of

ins ta lla tions  in TEP 's  se rvice  te rritory in 2015, the  firs t live  tra nche s  would be

fully subscribed within a  s ingle  yea r.19 In fact, if die  RES  Credit Option was

implemented with the  re s t of TEP 's  ra te s  on J anua ry 1, 2017, the  capacity

a dditions  for die  firs t tra nche  would like ly be  re a che d within two a nd a  ha lf

months -like ly prior to imple me nta tion of the  outcome  of P ha se  2 of this

19 TEP  Re sp. to S ta ff 1.14 (Kobor Dire ct Ex. BK-3 a t 30), RUCO Workpa pe r RP S  Cre dit
Gption - TEP .x1sx.

A.
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1

2

3

4

5

proceeding. In the Open Meeting in which the Commission approved the RPS

Credit Option for UNSE, the  Company indica ted tha t it would face  difficulty

communicating with customers about current subscription levels on a regular

basis, sta ting it would be able  to provide periodic reports, but could not re liably

communicate  the sta tus of subscriptions in re la tion to tranche cut-offs."

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

In the interest of gradualism and promotion of customer understanding, Vote

Solar recommends that the tranches be designed such that the rate would be

expected to change no more often than once a year at current installation rates.

Based on TEP's 2015 insta lla tion ra te , this would imply that the  first tranche

should be set a t 28 MW, rather than RUCO's proposed 6 MW. If the  ra te  of

market insta lla tions accelera ted significantly, the  first tranche would be  filled in

less than than one year and conversely, if market installation rates declined, the

first tranche would remain in effect for a  longer period of time. A larger tranche

would have the added benefit of a llowing for implementation of the RES Credit

Option now, with an opportunity to fully inform future  credit ra tes based on the

outcome of the Value of DG docket, which is expected to conclude well in

advance of the expiration of the first tranche under Vote Solar's proposal.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In addition, Vote Solar recommends that future credit rates be informed by the

outcome of the Value of DG docket, as implemented in Phase 2 of this

proceeding. RUCO's current RES Credit Option proposal includes rates that

decline  to $0.06/kWh, which is  nearly 25% lower that RUCO's own conservative

estimate  of the  long-term avoided cost of additional DG." If DG were  to be

compensated at a rate 25% less than the long-term avoided cost to non-

participating ratepayers, the program would not result in optimal DG deployment

and would fa il to incept additional DG that would be beneficia l to the system,

26

27

Rathe r than pre -de te rmining credit ra te s  in this  proceeding, Vote  S ola r

recommends  tha t if the  Commiss ion adopts  an RP S  Credit Option, it include  a

20 See Archived Video of Aug. 11, 2016 Open Meeting at 1:00:00-1 :01 :50, ava ilable  a t
http:4'www.a2.cc.gov/divisions/broadcastservices/1ivebroadcast.h'sm.
21 Huber Direct at 38:15-18, 4212.
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Tranche Size RPS Credit
Rate ($/kWh)

28 MW $0.110
28 MW $0.100
28 MW $0.090
28 MW $0.079

1

2

3

4

5

6

placeholde r schedule  of credit ra te s  tha t do not decrease  be low RUCO's

conse rva tive  e s tima te  of the  long-te rm avoided cost of additiona l DG a t

$0.079/kWh. In addition, Vote  S ola r recommends  tha t the  Commiss ion de te rmine

tha t the  placeholde r ra tes  adopted in this  phase  of the  proceeding be  revis ited in

Phase  2, and direct tha t the  ultimate  credit ra te  schedule  be  deve loped according

to the  following principle s :

2.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

3.

Rates  should embody the  principle  of gradua lism, beginning a t or nea r

re ta il a nd cha nging s lowly ove r time .

The  long-te rm ra te  should be  informed by the  outcome  of the  Va lue  of

DG docke t, a s  implemented in P hase  2 of this  proceeding.

Once  movement to the  ra te  informed by the  Va lue  of DG docke t is

reached, the  me thodology for de te rmining tha t ra te  should be

pe riodica lly re -a pplie d to inform future  ra te  modifica tions .

1 4 Vote  S ola r's  propose d RP S  Cre dit Option is  summa rize d in Ta ble  1 be low:

1 5 Table 1: Vote  Solar Propos ed RPS Credit Option

1 6 5 Metering  Fee
1 7 Q- Please describe the metering fee approved for new UNSE NEM customers.

18

19

20

21

The Commission approved a monthly metering fee of $1 .58 for new UNSE NEM

customers, based on the embedded capital costs for metering equipment presented

by UNSEE In its  Reply Brief, UNSE introduced the  concept for a  metering fee  of

$6.95, based on the fully loaded embedded costs of non-NEM residential

22 Decision No. 75697 at 118:6-18.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

mete rs .23 The  UNS E proposa l included line  items for billing and collection and

mete r reading, ca tegorie s  which include  costs  re la ted to supe rvis ion,

misce llaneous customer accounts expenses, customer assistance  expenses,

informa tiona l and ins tructiona l adve rtis ing expenses , and misce llaneous customer

se rvice  and informa tiona l expenses , in addition to loade rs  for adminis tra tive  and

genera l expenses.24 However, the  Commission only approved the  capita l costs  for

inclus ion in the  me te ring fee  and directed the  pa rtie s  to reconside r this  issue  in

Phase  2 of the  UNSE ra te  case .

9 Q. Have an y p arties  p ro p o s ed  meterin g  fees  in  th is  d o cket?

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Ye s . Thre e  of RUCO's  four propose d ra te s  in the ir suite  of options  include

metering fees of various leve ls . These  fees amount to e ither $6 per monde  or $3

pe r month, depending on the  option and a ll offe r diffe rentia l cha rges  if the

customer chooses to assign the ir RECs to the  Company.25 However, the re  a re  key

diffe rences  be tween the  me te ring fees  proposed by RUCO in this  proceeding and

the  me te ring fee  approved in the  UNS E case . Name ly, RUCO's  proposed

me te ring fe e s  a re  s ignifica ntly highe r a nd include  fully loa de d cos ts , which we re

excluded from the  UNS E me te ring fee .

18

19

Q. If the  Commis s ion  decides  to  cons ider a  metering  fee  in  Phas e  1 o f th is

p ro ceed in g , wh a t d o  yo u  reco mmen d  fo r a  mete rin g  fee  fo r TEP  cu s to mers ?

20

21

22

23

24

25

A pote ntia l me te ring fe e  for ne w TEP  NEM cus tome rs  is  more  a ppropria te ly

eva lua ted a longside  the  other sola r ra te  design issues in Phase  2 of this

proceeding. Howeve r, if the  Commiss ion decides  to cons ide r a  me te ring fee  in

P hase  l, Vote  S ola r recommends  the  Commiss ion adopt a  me te ring fee  for TEP 's

customers based on embedded capita l costs  of residentia l customer mete rs , s imila r

to the  approved UNSE mete ring fee . For TEP , these  costs  amount to $0.32 pe r

23 UNS E Ra te  Ca se , Docke t No. E-04204A-15-0142, UNS E Re ply Brie f a t 12:23-13: 1
(ma y 11, 2016).
24 2015 UNSE Schedule  G-COSS-R.x1sx.
25 Huber Direct a t 33:8.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

month and a re  presented in Schedule  G-6-1 , line  28 of the  COSS  filed with the

Company's  rebutta l te s timony.26 In orde r to ensure  consis tent applica tion, Vote

Sola r recommends tha t these  costs  be  revisited in Phase  2 of this  proceeding,

following guida nce  from the  Va lue  of DG docke t a nd a dditiona l e vide nce

supporting the  leve l of any additiona l cos ts  a ssocia ted with me te r reading, billing,

and collections  tha t may be  appropria te  to include  in this  fee .

7

8

Q. Do you have any additional recommendations regarding metering fees for

NEM customers?

9

10

11

12

Yes. I re commend tha t the  Commiss ion cons ide r offe ring NEM cus tomers  the

option to pay for the  capita l and ins ta lla tion costs  of the ir second me te rs  a s  an

upfront cha rge  in place  of paying a  monthly fee . The  appropria te  leve l of this

upfront cha rge  should be  fully deve loped in P hase  2.

13

14

15

6 Exis ting NEM Cus tomers  Should Be
Grandfathered as  of the  Date  Modifica tions  Are

Ma de To The ir Ra te  Struc ture

1 6

1 7

18

Q- Have  th e re  b een  an y imp o rtan t d eve lo p men ts  reg a rd in g  Co mmis s io n  p o licy

o n  g ran d fa th e rin g  o f NEM cu s to mers  in  th e  even t o f mo d ifica tio n s  to  th e ir

ra te  s tru c tu re ?

19

20

21

22

23

A. Ye s . In the  UNS E ra te  ca se , the  Commiss ion found tha t UNS E's  proposa l to only

grandfa the r NEM customers  who s igned up be fore  a  da te  tha t had occurred in the

past was not reasonab1e .27 Instead, the  Commission ordered tha t a ll NEM

custome rs  who s ign up prior to the  Commiss ion's  de cis ion in P ha se  2 would be

grandfa the red into any sola r ra te  des ign or ne t me te ring modifica tions .

24

25

TEP  has  put forth a  s imila r grandfa the ring proposa l in this  ca se , suggesting tha t

only cus tomers  who s igned an inte rconnection agreement prior to J une  l, 2015,

26 2015 TEP  COS S  P ublic - RebuttaLpdf, S chedule  G-6-1, S hee t 31 of 40, line  28.
27 Decis ion No. 75697 a t 119:5-9, 119: 13-17.
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1

2

3

4

would be  grandfa the red. Vote  Sola r has  recommended tha t this  proposa l be

re je cte d a nd tha t a ll of TEP 's  NEM cus tome rs  who s ign up prior to the  e ffe ctive

da te  of the  decis ion in this  case  be  grandfa the red. This  is  consis tent with the

Commiss ion's  de cis ion in the  UNS E ca se .

5 Q- Do you have any additional comments to add regarding grandfathering?

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Yes. In my direct te s timony I s ta ted tha t it was  important for the  Commiss ion to

grandfa the r the  S GS  customers  with NEM tha t TEP  is  proposing be  moved to die

new MGS class . These  customers  would be  faced with a  ra tche ted demand charge

if they a re  moved to the  MGS  cla ss , and it is  appropria te  to protect them from this

change . In addition, it has  come to my a ttention tha t some of these  customers  may

be  moved to the  LGS class  tha t a lso includes a  ra tche ted demand charge . These

former S GS  NEM cus tomers  should s imila rly be  grandfa the red.

13

14

Q. Have other parties submitted testimony in regards to g randfathering that

you would like to respond to?

15 A. Yes . S ta ff witne ss  Howard S olganick s ta ted:

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

[S ta ff] is  conce rne d tha t a ny font of gra ndfa the ring mus t c le a rly
de fine  the  e le me nts  of the  curre nt ra te  de s ign tha t a re  include d in
gra ndfa the ring (s uch a s  ba s ic  s e rvice  a nd e ne rgy cha rge s  which
change  afte r each ra te  case), establish a  fa ir and reasonable  da te  for
de line a ting which DG cus tom e rs  a re  gra ndfa the re d, de fine  how
long a  fa cility is  gra ndfa the re d ba se d on life spa n or othe r fa ctors
s uch a s  re turn on inve s tme nt, a nd not impe de  the  Commis s ion's
ability to address ra tes for these  customers in the  future .29

24

25

26

27

Vote  S ola r agrees  tha t the  procedure  for grandfa the ring should be  fully de fined.

While  the  exact grandfa the ring de ta ils  will depend on the  ra te  design changes  tha t

NEM customers  a re  be ing grandfa the red aga ins t, Vote  S ola r proposes  the

following ge ne ra l principle s :

28 Cra ig J ones  Direct Tes t. a t 37:24-38:2 (Nov. 5, 2015) ("J ones  Direct").
29 Howard S olganick Direct Tes t. a t 43224-4415 (J une  24, 2016) ("S olga rlick Direct").
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1

2

3

1.

4

5

6

7

8

9

Grandfa the ring should be  granted for a  minimum of 20 yea rs , minus

the  number of yea rs  s ince  the  inte rconnection da te  of the  system.

Grandfa the ring should be  linked to the  ins ta lled sys tem ra the r than the

customer account.

Customers  should be  grandfa the red onto the ir exis ting ne t me te ring

ta riff, which include s  the  a bility to offse t kph consume d ons ite  with

kph e xporte d to the  grid on a  one  for one  ba s is .

Customers  should be  grandfa the red onto a  ta riff with a  s tructure

s imila r to the  s tructure  of the ir e xis ting ta riff.

1 0

1 1

1 2

13

1 4

As a  gene ra l principle , Vote  S ola r proposes  tha t re s identia l and sma ll commercia l

cus tome rs  should be  gra ndfa the re d onto a  two-pa rt inclining block ra te  without

additiona l fee s  tha t do not ends  today. The  exact de ta ils  of this  proposa l will need

to be  deve loped la te r, when the re  is  more  cla rity rega rding the  changes be ing

conside red.

1 5

1 6

7 TEP's Requested Fixed Charge Increases
Should Be Rejected

1 7

1 8

Q- What modifications has TEP requested to the residential and small

commercial fixed customer charges?

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In its  origina l applica tion, TEP  requested an increase  to the  fixed customer

charge  for re s identia l customers  from $10 to $20 pe r month and an increase  to the

fixed customer cha rge  for sma ll commercia l cus tomers  from $15.50 to $30 pe r

Company has accepted S ta ff" s  recommendation and is  now requesting a

re s identia l fixed cha rge  of $17 pe r month and a  sma ll commercia l fixed cha rge  of

$27 pe r month.

30 Jones Direct at 48126-4411, 46:26-47: 1 .
31 Craig Jones Rebuttal Test. at 18:13-27 (July 25, 2016).
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1

2

Q- What was the basis for Staff's recommendation that the Company has

adopted?

3

4

5

6

7

8

A. Staff witness Solganick accepted the Company's use of the minimum system

method, which showed a monthly customer cost of $17. 19 per month M the

revised COSS filed on May 19, 2016.32 He additionally recommended a small

commercial customer charge of $26.80 per month." This is 30% less than the

Company's presentation of monthly customer costs for the combined SGS and

MGS classes of$38.43.34

9

1 0

Q- Have the figures on which Staff based its recommendation been modified by

the Company in rebuttal?

11

12

13

14

A. Ye s. with its  re butta l te s timony the  Compa ny file d a  re vise d COS S  tha t include s

upda ted figure s  for monthly cus tomer cos ts  based on its  minimum system me thod

approach. The  revised COS S  sponsored by the  Company shows monthly

customer costs  of $15.52 for the  residentia l class.35

15 Q- What do you recommend based on this update from the Company?

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

The Commission should not approve any increase to the residential customer

charge and should only approve a very small increase to the small commercial

customer charge. However, if the Commission accepts Staff' s recommendation,

the approved customer charges should reflect the most recent CGSS filed by the

Company. This means the residential customer charge should not exceed $15.50

per month.

22

l

32 Solganjck Direct at 29: 1 16.
33 14. at 31:4-5.
34 See d, at 30:21-22.
35 2015 TEP COSS Public -- RebuttaLpdf, Schedule G-6-1, Sheet 31 of 40, line 24.
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1

2

Q- Why do you recommend no increase to the residential fixed charge and only

a small increase to the small commercial customer charge?

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

As I described in my direct testimony, TEP has proposed to significantly modify

the manner in which it accounts for distribution-related costs in its  COSS. TEP

has proposed to implement the Minimum System Method in place of the Basic

Customer Me thod used in its  la s t ra te  ca se . In my direct te s timony, I ca lcula ted

appropria te  customer cost leve ls  us ing TEP 's  COSS  and a  conse rva tive

ca lcula tion of die  Bas ic Customer Me thod. I found tha t the  record does  not

support an increase  to the  residentia l customer charge , and tha t an increase  from

$15.50 to $15.85 was a ll tha t could be  supported for the  small commercia l cla ss .36

1 1

1 2

Q- Have other parties provided testimony on the relative merits of the Basic

Customer Method and the Minimum System Method?

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

A. Ye s . S outhwe s t Ene rgy Efficie ncy P roje ct ("S WEEP ") witne ss  Bre ndon Ba a tz

a nd RUCO witne ss  Lon Hube r provide d s ignifica nt subs ta ntive  te s timony tha t

supports  the  continued use  of the  Basic Customer Method. Namely, S WEEP  has

offe red evidence  tha t a  s tudy commiss ioned by the  Na tiona l Associa tion of

Re gula tory Utility Commiss ione rs  found tha t the  Ba s ic Cus tome r Me thod is  use d

in ove r 30 s ta te s ." In a ddition, RUCO found tha t re ce nt re que s ts  for fixe d cha rge

increases have  been re jected or sca led back by Commissions across  the  country

and tha t the  average  fixed charge  approved in recent decis ions was $11.87 per

month, which is  s ignifica ntly lowe r tha n the  Compa ny's  re que s t in this  ca se .

22 Q. Have you updated your analysis to reflect TEP's most recent COSS?

23

24

25

Ye s . I ha ve  upda te d m y a na lys is  ba s e d on the  COS S  TEP  file d with its  re butta l

te s tim ony. The  m e thodology for this  a na lys is  is  cons is te nt with tha t de s cribe d in

m y dire ct te s tim ony a nd the  re s ults  a re  s tunm a rize d in Ta ble  2 be low.

36 Briana Kobor Direct Test. at 73:48 (June 24, 2016).
37 BrendonBaatz Direct Test. at 9:7-8 (June 24, 2016).
38 Huber Direct at 10:20-11 :4.

Su1Tebutta1 Testimony of Briana Kobor on behalf of Vote Solar 1 8

A.

A.

l l ill_



Cost Study Re s id e n tia l S m a ll Co m m e rc ia l
Vote  S ola r Dire ct $9.58 $15.85
Vote  S ola r S urre butta l $8.14 $17.51

n

1 Table 2: COSS Customer Cost Results Using Basie Customer Method

2

As shown in Ta ble  2, TEP 's  re vise d COS S  put forth in re butta l, whe n modifie d to3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

re flect a  conse rva tive  estima te  of the  Basic Customer Method, re sults  in an even

lower pe r customer embedded cost for the  re s identia l cla ss  and a  s lightly highe r

pe r customer embedded cost for the  sma ll commercia l cla ss . As a  re sult, I

continue  to recommend the  Commission ma inta in the  re s identia l customer cha rge

of $10 pe r month. In addition, these  re sults  indica te  tha t it may be  reasonable  for

the  Commission to consider a  modest increase  to the  small commercia l customer

charge  to $17.50 pe r month.

1 1 8 Recommendations

1 2 Q. What are your recommendations for the Commission?

13 A. I re comme nd the  following:

1 4

15

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9
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2 1

2 2

2 3

2 4

The  Commission should de fe r until P hase  2 the  conside ra tion of a ll issues  re la ted

to ne t me te ring and ra te  de s ign for new DG cus tomers , including RUCO's

proposa ls , a  potentia l RP S  Credit Option, a  potentia l NEM mete ring fee , and any

other proposa ls  tha t may a rise  over the  course  of the  hearing.

If the  Commission none the less  decides  to conside r an RPS  Credit Option in Phase

1, I re comme nd the  following:

o The  RP S  Credit Option should be  des igned to function a longside  re ta il

ra te  ne t me te ring and should a llow for NEM customers  to have  the  same

ta riff options  a s  non-NEM cus tome rs .

o Customers  who se lect the  RP S  Credit Option should have  the  choice  of

ha ving the  fixe d bill cre dit a pply to a ll DG production or only to e xports .
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O Tranches should be  ca libra ted based on current annua l insta lla tion ra te s  to

avoid cus tomer confus ion.

o Ra te s  should embody the  principle  of gradua lism, beginning a t or nea r

re ta il a nd cha nging s lowly ove r time .

o The  long-te rm ra te  should be  informe d by the  outcome  of the  Va lue  of DG

docke t, a s  implemented in Phase  2 of this  proceeding.

o Once  movement to the  ra te  informed by the  Va lue  of DG docke t is

reached, the  me thodology for de te rmining tha t ra te  should be  pe riodica lly

re -a pplie d to inform future  ra te  modifica tions .

If the  Commiss ion decide s  to cons ide r a  NEM me te ring fee  in P hase  1, I

recommend tha t the  fee  be  se t a t $0.32 per month based on the  embedded capita l

and ins ta lla tion costs  a ssocia ted with TEP 's  re s identia l me te rs .

The  Commiss ion should gra ndfa the r a ll NEM cus tome rs  who s ign up prior to the

e ffective  da te  of the  decis ion in P hase  2 of this  proceeding, including S GS

cus tome rs  tha t the  Compa ny is  propos ing be  move d to a n MGS  or LGS  ta riff

The  Commission should re ject TEP 's  proposa l to increase  basic se rvice  cha rges

for re s identia l customers , but may conside r an increase  in the  sma ll commercia l

customer cha rge  from $15.50 to $17.50 pe r month.

If the  Commission approves  S ta ff" s  recommenda tion rega rding the  re s identia l

customer charge , the  approved charge  should be  no grea te r than S  l5.50 per month

based on the  Company's  revised COS S .

22 Q, Does this conclude your testimony?

23 A. Ye s ,  it doe s .
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